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ATTORNEY rei nst at ement proceedi ng. Rei nst at enent deni ed.

11 PER CURI AM Robert L. Sherry has petitioned for
reinstatenent of his license to practice law in Wsconsin. W
review the referee's recommendation to deny the petition.
Attorney Sherry has not appealed the referee's recommendati on.
Pursuant to SCR 22.33(3),! we adopt the referee's report and

conclude Attorney Sherry has failed to denonstrate by clear,

1 SCR 22.33(3) states "[i]f no appeal is tinely filed, the
suprene court shal | review the referee's report, or der
reinstatenent, with or wthout conditions, deny reinstatenent,
or order the parties to file briefs in the matter."
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satisfactory, and convincing evidence that resum ng |aw practice
would not be detrinmental to the admnistration of justice or
subversive of the public interest. See SCR 22.31. As a result,
we deny Attorney Sherry's petition for reinstatenent and direct
himto pay the costs of this reinstatenent proceeding.

12 Robert L. Sherry was admtted to practice law in
W sconsin in 1984. Hs |icense was adm nistratively suspended
on June 6, 2001, for nonconpliance wth continuing |egal
education (CLE) requirenents. On Cctober 30, 2001, his license
was tenporarily suspended for his failure to cooperate with an
O fice of Lawer Regul ation (OLR) grievance investigation.

13 Attorney Sherry's license remai ned suspended and, on
August 13, 2003, this court suspended his license to practice
law for nine nonths based on stipulated facts and concl usions

regarding 21 counts of m sconduct. See In re Disciplinary

Proceedi ngs Agai nst Sherry, 2003 W 123, 265 Ws. 2d 391, 667

N. W 2d 348. This court also ordered Attorney Sherry to make
restitution to MK in the anpbunt of $102 and to J.G in the
anount of $450.

14 The disciplinary conplaint alleged 21 counts invol ving
his representation of several clients as well as Attorney
Sherry's failure to tinely file personal inconme tax returns and
failure to cooperate with the OLR in its investigations. |d.,
171- 4. The counts involving client matters included failing to
act with reasonable diligence and pronptness in representing a
client; engaging in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit,
or msrepresentation; failing to surrender papers and property

2
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to which a client is entitled; failing to conply with reasonabl e
requests for I nformati on; failing to inform <clients of
settlenment offers and abide by the client's decision whether to
accept it, and failing to pronptly deliver to a third person
funds that the person was entitled to receive.

15 On July 25, 2005, Attorney Sherry petitioned this
court for reinstatenent of his law license. Attorney Kathl een
Callan Brady was appointed referee. The COLR advised Attorney
Sherry and the referee that it had submtted a questionnaire
regarding Attorney Sherry's reinstatenent petition and had
requested answers to this questionnaire by Septenber 7, 2005.

16 On February 27, 2006, follow ng a tel ephone scheduling
conference at which both Attorney Sherry and the COLR appeared
the referee issued a scheduling order. The order required
Attorney Sherry to file his responses to the questionnaire on or
before Mrch 15, 2006. The referee set another telephone
scheduling conference for June 5, 2006. The scheduling order
required the parties to adhere to the deadlines absent the
referee's approval. The order advised that failure to conply
with the deadlines may result in sanctions.

17 Attorney Sherry received notice of the June 5, 2006
scheduling conference and advised the referee that he would
tinmely respond to the questionnaire. However, the OLR advised
the referee that Attorney Sherry had not responded to the
guestionnaire, and filed a notice of notion and notion to deny

Attorney Sherry's petition based on his failure to respond. The
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OLR' s notion was heard at the scheduling conference held by
t el ephone on June 5, 2006.

18 Despite having received notice, Attorney Sherry did
not appear by telephone at the June 5, 2006, conference to
respond to the OLR s notion to deny reinstatenent. The
conference proceeded as schedul ed. Fol l owi ng the conference,
the referee issued a report recommending Attorney Sherry's
petition for reinstatenent be denied and that Attorney Sherry be
ordered to pay the costs of the reinstatenent proceeding.

19 W adopt the findings contained in the referee's
report. As noted, Attorney Sherry has not appealed the referee's
report, findings, or recomendation. Attorney Sherry did not
respond to the OLR s questionnaire, despite having advised the
referee that he would respond in a tinmely fashion. At t or ney
Sherry did not appear at the final scheduling conference despite
his receiving notice of the conference. We determ ne that
Attorney Sherry has failed his burden under SCR 22.31 to
denonstrate by clear, satisfactory, and convincing evidence that
resuming law practice wuld not be detrinmental to the
adm nistration of justice or subversive of the public interest.
Accordingly, we deny Attorney Sherry's reinstatenent petition
and order himto pay the costs of the reinstatenent proceeding.

110 The OLR has filed a statenent of costs incurred in the
rei nstatenent proceeding in the sum of $941.44. The record
indicates Attorney Sherry has been served with the statenment of
costs. No objection to the statenment of costs has been
recei ved. The statenment of costs is reasonable and costs are

4
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warranted under the circunstances. We inpose the costs in the
anount sought.

112 IT IS ORDERED that Robert L. Sherry's petition for
reinstatenent of his license to practice law in Wsconsin is
deni ed.

12 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order Robert L. Sherry shall pay to the Ofice of Lawer
Regul ation the costs of this reinstatenent proceeding. If the
costs are not paid within the time specified, and absent a
showing to this court of his inability to pay the costs within
that tinme, the license of Robert L. Sherry to practice law in
Wsconsin shall remain suspended until further order of this

court.
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